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Although Holland's theory o£ vocational choice has 
received widespread attention since its formulation in 1959, there 
has been little research examining how well Holland* s two-dimensional 
hexagon explains an individual's subjective occupational structure of 
the work world. A study was conducted to examine the degree to which 
judgments of similarities/dissimilarities among Holland's six 
occupational themes correspond to a hexagonal model. Female college 
students (N=94) completed the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory, a 
background questionnaire including projected occupational choice, and 
a similarity rating scale among occupational themes. The rating scale 
contained all possible pairs among the six Holland themes which 
subjects rated as similar or dissimilar. Similarity ratings were 
submitted to three multidimensional scaling analyses: nonmetric 
simple Euclidian model, nonmetric individual differences model and 
Procrustes fit of similarity ratings to a fixed two-dimensional 
hexagonal configuration. The results provided some support for the 
view that female college students' perceptions of the world of work 
are consistent with Holland's hexagonal model. (Two data tables, five 
figures, and references are included.) (NB) 
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Subjective Occupational Structure and Holland's 
Theoretical Hexagon 

Since its original formulation more than 25 years ago 
(Holland, 1959), Holland's theory of vocational choice has 
received widespread attention in the professional 
literature. Holland's theory states that both occupational' 
environments and personality types can be summarized 
according to six themes or combinations of themes . These 
themes are: Realistic (R) Ce.g., plumber » mechanical 
engineer). Investigative (I) (e.g., lab assistant, 
physicist). Artistic (A) (e.g., editor, garment designer). 
Social (S) (e.g., minister, teacher). Enterprising (E) 
(e.g., lawyer, salesperson), and Conventional (C) (e.g., 
accountant, secretary). Holland represents the 
relationships among the six themes on a hexagon, where 
similar themes are placed closest together and dissimilar 
themes are placed further apart. 

Holland's occupational theory also assumes that people 
ara most satisfied, productive and stable in work 
environments that are congruent with their personality 

» 

themes. Congruence is typically assessed by examining the 
match between an individual s personality profile on an 
occupational interest inventory and themes associated with 
the individual's occupational choice. 
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Since the early 1970s, there have been a number of 
studies which investigate the extent which a hexagon can 
Bummarize the relationships among the six occupational 
thomea. Prediger' (.1976) has emphasized that the hexagon is a 
two-dimensional figure, suggesting that Holland has posited 
the existence of two basic dimensions or factor on which 
occupations may differ. These dimensions might b© labeled as 
Things vs. People and Data vs. Ideas (see Figure 1). Thus,* 
research on Holland's hexagon emphasizes the extent two 
which the six Holland themes fall on two inter pretable 
dimensions . 



Insert Figure 1 about here 



Several atudiea have used factor analy^ia or- x'elaceci 
techniques to decompose items or scales of occupational 
interest inventories into underlying dimensions. Cole, 
Whitney and Holland (1971) concluded that a 2-dimensional 
hexagon provided approximate fit to factors underlying the 
Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) , Vocational 
Preference Inventory (VPI), and the Kuder Occupational 
Interest Survey (KOIS) • Edwards and Whitney's (1972) factor 
analysis of the Self -Directed Search (SDS) suggested that a 
two-dimensional solution was inadequate, Prediger^s (1982) 
analyses of the VPI, SDS, SVIB, the Strong-Campbell Interest 
Inventory (5CII), and the Unisex Edition of the ACT Interest 
Inventory (UNIACT) revealed that a similar structure was 



4 



Occupational Structure 
4 

underlying nearly all the inventories, and that a two- 
dimensional plotting of the Holland typee closely 
approximated a hexagon. 

There is a paucity of research examining how well 
Holland's two-dimensional hexagon explains an individual's 
subjective occupational structure of the work world. It has 
been noted (Crowloy, 1979) that occupational environment 
classification schemes such as Holland's focus almost 
exclusively on intrinsic interests dealing with actual :10b 
activities rather than on interests which are extrinsic to 
job activities such as financial reward or working 
conditions. Studies by B urton (1972) Reeb (1959) and Grunes 
(1957) all suggest that, when individuals are asked to :)ud9e 
similarities among a list or pile of occupations, 
occupational perceptions do not correspond to Holland's 
theoretical hexagon. Prestige and required training or skill 
may play a larger role in forming subjective occupational 
structures . 

The following study examined the degree to which 
judgments of similarities/dissimilarities among Holland's 
six occupational themes correspond to a hexagonal model, 

METHOD 

Ninety -four col lege women completed the Strong-Campbe 11 
Interest Inventory (SCII; Campbell & Hanson, 1981), a 
background questionnaire including projected occupational 
choice, and a similarity rating scale among occupational 
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themes. The rating scale consisted of a description of each 
theme, adapted from Holland (1973, pp. 29-33). All possible 
pairs (n^iS) among the six themes were randomly presented. 
Subjects rated each pair as si milar or dissimi lar on a nine- 
point scale (where l^extremely similar and 9=extremely 
diaaimilar) . 

Data treatment and reaulta 

Similarity ratings were submitted to three 
multidimensional scaling analyses using the AL5CAL program 
<Takane, Young, ^ Deleeuw, 1977; Young, Takane, & Lewycky;], 
1978): nonmetric simple Euclidian model, nonmetric 
individual differences model, and Procrustes fit of 
similarity ratings to a fixed two-dimensional hexagonal 
configuration- A summary of results from the three analyses 
is presented in Table 1. 



Insert Table 1 about here 



Results from thr^ simple Euclidian model revealed that a 
two-dimensional solution accounted for a sizable amount of 
the variance C57>s) • Orthogonal rotation of the derived 

ft 

configuration (see Figure 2) shows that the data approximate 
a mirror image of Holland's hexagonal configuration, A 
reflection of the derived configuration, then, would closely 
resemble Hoi land s hypothesized conf iguration • 
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Insert Figure 2 about here 



A nonmetric ' individual differences model (see Figure 3> 
explained a similar percentage of the variance <59^> and 
suggests that Dimension 1 is similar to the Data/Ideas 
Dimension, while Dimension 2 is similar to the Things/Peopl© 
dimension. A plot of subject weights (see Figure 4) 
suggests, however, that there is considerable variability in 
the degree to which the two-dimensional model accounts for 
individual data. Notable scatter is revealed. For example, 
in the lower right corner of the Figure are points 
representing subiiects who did not fit the model well; both 
dimensions received low weightings. The cluster of points in 
the central region of the figure represents subjjects who 
gave approximately equal weightings to Dimensions 1 and 2 
and whose perceptions fit the hexagonal model well. 



Insert Figure 3 about here 



Insert Figure 4 about here 

In the Procrustes solution, the hexagonal configuration 
accounted for more than 50^^ of the variance in individual 
subject data. However, while the average r2 for individual 
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datQ was •SO* there was considerable variation in the degree 
to which individual perceptions £it the two-dimensional 
hexagon (SD = ,20; minimum IL^=.03; maximum r2=.95). As shown 
in Figure 5, a subject weight plot suggests that most of^the 
women gave similar weightings to both dimensions • 



Insert Figure 5 about here 



Individual sub:iect weights from the Procrustes AL5CAL 
solution were correlated with congruence scores. Congruence 
scores were derived from the general three-level method 
suggested by Holland (1972), by comparing each respondent's 
General Occupational Theme (GOT) profile from the SCII to 
the profile corresponding to their occupational choice. The 
correlation analysis determined whether any systematic 
shrinking or stretching of either dimension (e.g., along 
Data/ Ideas or People/Th ings dimensions ) occurred as a 
function of congruence. Results showed that congruence did 
not correlate significantly with weighting of Dimension 1 
(Things/People) (r(92)=.08, p>.05) or Dimension 2 
(Data/Ideas) (c_<92) = .08, p.>.05). This suggests that women 
whose stated occupational choices matched their SCII 

* 

profiles were no more likely to separate the occupational 
themes in terms of Data/Ideas and Things/People dimensions 
than women whose occupational choices and GOT profiles 
showed poorer match . 
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Finally^ selected demographic variables were correlated 
with Dimensional weights from the Procrustes AL5CAL 
solution, to explore systematic differences in subjective 
occupational structure as a function of background. As shown 
in Table 2, a smal 1 but statistically significant 
relationship was found between parent's income and weighting 
of Dimension 2 (r<88> = .21p e.= -05). This suggests that women 
who came from more affluent backgrounds made discriminations 
among the six themes that more closely fit Holland's 
conception of how these themes require involvement with data 
vs. Ideas. 



Insert Tab le 2 about here 



P-i 3gu as 1 o n 

The current study has provided some support for the 
notion that college women's perceptions of the world of work 
are consistent with Holland's hexagonal model. The chance 
probability of obtaining the ordering among the six types 
consistent with Holland's hexagon is low (p=.01). A 
Procrustes fit to a perfect hoxagon provided moderately good 
fit to respondent data on perceived dissimilarities among 
the six themes. The other scaling solutions provided support 
for a somewhat distorted hexagon. 

Systematic distortions in the nonmetr ic Euclidian and 
individual differences models suggest that respondents 
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viewed Investigative versus Real istic and ?oci al versus 
Enterprising occupations as somewhat more similar than a 
perfect hexagon would allow, A similar pattern was reported 
by RoundSr Davison, and Dawis (1979) who scaled actual 
correlations among the GOT aubscales of the SCII • 

In the current study, only six original stimuli were 
submitted to multidimensional scaling analyses. According to 
recommended variable-to-dimension ratios, between 13 
(Kruskal & Wish, 1978) and 18 (Schiffman, Reynolds, & Young, 
1981) stimuli would be needed to derive a stable three- 
dimensional solution. Thus, the current data would not have 
been able to provide a solution of more than two-dimensions. 
Consequently, the stability of the current two-dimensional 
structure must be questioned. 

The use o± six occupational stimuli praaenta a sacond 
problem. Perhaps these six types do not represent an 
adequate explication of the perceived "world of work." 
Future research on subjective occupational structure might 
emp loy a greater number of occupational types, perhaps using 
the 25-category "job family list" presented by the American 
College Testing Service (Prediger, 1981) or by taking a 
random sampJo the base titles listed in the D ictionairy 

of OccuDqtional Titles (U.S. Department of Labor, 1977). 

In sum, the current study suggests that women, given 
the six occupational themes, generally perceive 
relationships among them similar to relationships stated in 
Holland's model. This suggests that Holland's model has some 
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common-senfi© appeal and, therefore, increaseci utility, It 
would bo premature to suggest, however, that a two- 
dimensional model is the "real" model of the world of work, 
or that the hexagonal model is the best theoretical 
framework within which to understand the basis of 
occupational choice . 
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Table 1 

A LSCAL Model Compa riaon Under a T wo-Dime nsional So lution 







Nonmetr ic 
Simple Euclidian 
Model 


Nonmetr ic 
Indiv. Diff . 
Model 


Procrustea 
Indiv. Diff. 
Model 


Stress 




. 20 


.23 


.20 


Avg. r2 




.57 


.59 


.50 


Avg. Subject 
(Dimension 


Wts. 

1) 


NA 


.56 


.49 


Avg. Subject 
(Dimension 


Wts. 

2) 


NA 


.47 


.48 



.16 
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Table 2 

Bivariate Correlations of Procrustes D ime nsionql Weicy hts 
with Selected Biocrr iapjj ical V ariables 



Procrustes Wt - Procrustes Wt 
Dimension 1 Dimension 2 



Respondent Age .07 .14 

Academic Year -.04 .13 

^Age when Mother Worked -.11 -.02 

Parental Income .04 *.21 

Mother's Education .02 .07 

NoiL^. a = 94 
*p. = .05 

^Item states, "Which of the following best describes your 
^-.mother's work schedule?" "'She started working before I was 

six years old;" "She started working when I was between 6 » 

and 11 years old;" etc. 
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Figure 1 , Distances among Holland themes according to a 
Hexagonal model . 
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FAgujCQ Stimulus r,pace from nonmetric Euclidian distance 
multidimensional scaling model for six occupational themes. 
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1 I J 8 r 

1 .50- I .20 - .90 - .60 - . 30 0 



1 1 r 

+.30 +.60 +.90 +1 . 20 +1 . 50 



Stimulus 



Real is ti c (R) 

I nves t i ga ti ve ( I ) 

Artistic (A) 

Social (S) 

En ta rp r i s i ng ( E) 

Conventional (c) 



ALSCAL 
D i me n s ion 



1 



.9022 
.2038 
1 .6^50 
- .SGkG 
-.2192 
1 .6228 



. 880 3 
1 . 1256 
.6629 
-.793^ 
■ 1 .2023 
-.6730 



R = -573 
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Figure 3, Group stimulus space from individual differences 
scaling model for six occupational themes • 
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- -1 . 20 



T r 

1.80 - 1 . 50- 1 . 20 



= .590 



Stimulus 



(I) 



Real i s tic (R) 
I n ves t ? ga t i ve 
Artistic (A) 
Socit.! (S) 
En terp rising (E) 
Conventional (C) 



ALSCAL 
D i mens ion 



1 



-.1579 
-.k073 
1 .67A5 
.055A 
.5380 
1 . 6^*69 



1 



1 



2393 
0312 

- 1 . 1 871 
- 1 .09A5 
.6355 
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Figur^^Ax. Derived subject weights from two-dimensional 
individual differences model for six occupational themes, 
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Figure 5,, Derived subject weights from Procrustes fit to^a 
hexagonal configuration for six occupational themes. 
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